La Salle University México (La Salle) uses an internal system of professors' evaluation, which main purpose is to evaluate professors' performance and secure high quality of teaching at all of its faculties. Since its inception in 2010, La Salle has obtained 517,635 individual evaluations of 45,346 courses. However, no additional analysis of the obtained results has ever been done. This article provides introductory analysis of the accumulated results at faculty level. The main objective is to analyze whether there are differences between faculties regarding the evaluation. Although the results are highly skewed towards the maximal evaluation at all faculties, there are statistically significant differences. The next important task is to investigate what factors influence the evaluation. Moreover, as this is the introductory analysis, the article concludes with possible future steps that should be consider regarding eventual structural changes in the evaluation system.
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System of professors' evaluation regarding teaching quality •
Results indicate low discrimination ability in the evaluation • Significant differences in the evaluation requiring additional analysis • Proposed structural changes within the evaluation system evaluate their professors. In this case, students must perceive the evaluation as a chance to be directly involved in teaching quality improvements at university. However, some problems may arise regarding the reliability of the evaluation. As Braga, Paccagnella and Pellizzari (2014) point out, students' objectives might be different from the university authorities. "Students may simply care about their grades, whereas the university cares about their learning and the two might not be perfectly correlated, especially when the same professor is engaged both in teaching and in grading." (Braga, Paccagnella and Pellizzari, 2014: 72) In addition, any evaluation must consider specifics related to professors' evaluation. If the authorities seek to receive valuable information regarding teaching, the evaluation system must attract students' interest and needs (Brand Barajas, 2014) . What is more, professors' evaluations are biased by gender and attractiveness of a professor (Basow, 2000; Felton et al., 2008; Silva et al., 2008) . Usually, male and attractive professor receives better evaluation than female professor. In a similar manner, positive and negative evaluation is directly linked to students' interest about a course and the ease of the course (Leung, Jiang and Busser, 2013) . The higher the interest is, the better the evaluation is. On the other hand, the ease of a course can have both a positive impact, as well as negative impact on an evaluation (Felton et al., 2008, Marsh and Roche, 2000) . La Salle University México (La Salle) uses System of professors' evaluation (called SED 2.0) to evaluate professors' teaching quality at the end of each semester at bachelor level. The second version of the system was launched in 2010 and the first results of the evaluation were obtained the same year in December (related
Introduction
Nowadays, many universities introduce internal evaluations systems in order to secure and improve education quality. For this purpose, the use of students' evaluations of professors has become very common and popular. The aim of these evaluations is to measure professors' performance and quality. In most of the cases, the internal evaluation systems use online questionnaires with diverse set of questions divided into several areas (dimensions). The most common areas are educative, didactic and pedagogic. However, an evaluation system can also consider areas such as social and ethics, or teaching and learning (Hein, Kroenke and Rodrigues Júnior, 2015) . The choice of areas and included questions usually correspond to a university strategy and culture, as well as to the main purpose of the evaluation. Usually, questionnaires include open-ended questions where students can express their opinions and/or attach comments related to the evaluation. University authorities uses the results of professors' evaluations to secure a constant development of a teaching quality. Moreover, the results are used to solve teaching related problems, for a motivation of teachers for their personal development, as well as for hiring and promotion decisions (Becker and Watts, 1999) . In Mexico, it is common that from elementary school until high school, professors are evaluated by their authorities and not by students. From bachelor level, students begin evaluating professors, and it is their first experience with an evaluation. Therefore, students at lower level do not have possibility directly influence quality of teaching. As the professors' evaluation is commonly anonymous, the idea is to obtain valuable information from students who have direct contact with a professor. Hence, students must not be afraid to
Printed ISSN: 2336-2375 to semester August-December). Nowadays, the authorities of La Salle have access to a valuable database containing more than 500,000 individual evaluations throughout 13 semesters of SED 2.0 history. Although this valuable database exists, no complex statistical analysis of the data has been provided. As consequence, no information about the relations within the evaluation exists. As the authorities seek to secure and improve teaching quality at La Salle, it is important to provide analysis of the current state of nature. Similarly, before starting changing the current evaluation system, it is necessary to analyze and understand current inter-relations within the system. The objective of this article is to analyze whether significant differences in the evaluation exist between faculties at La Salle University México.
For this purpose, we analyze results from the SED 2.0 using data from the period 2010 -2016. Additional objective is to propose future recommendations regarding SED 2.0 based on the gained results. The article is divided as follows: We begin with a brief introduction into the systems of professors' evaluations. In the following part, we describe evaluation system that is currently used at La Salle, describe the dataset, as well as methods used in the analysis. Further, we continue with detailed explanation of results, followed by a discussion over the achieved results. We conclude the article by some perspective for future research.
Materials and Methods
Evaluation system SED 2.0 (Sistema de Evaluación Docente)
Evaluation system SED 2.0 was created at La Salle University México in 2001. The purpose of the creation was a necessity to evaluate professors' performance in a fast, safe and reliable way according to the institutional philosophy centered on a person and his/her integral training. SED 2.0 is maintained by Department of Teacher Education (DPE), i.e. DPE maintains its design, development, results dissemination, etc. The first version of SED, instrument for professors' evaluation by university students, was created in 2001. This system consisted of 30 questions, which were divided into 5 separate areas: selfevaluation (5 questions), interaction (8), intervention (10), professional (2), and administration (5). In 2010, the system was upgraded to the current version SED 2.0 in order to promote institutional flexibility, integration of cross-curricular subjects into all study plans and curricula known as the Common area (common courses taught throughout all study plans), as well as to update the Institutional Educational Model (IEM) and to promote the educational mission at La Salle. Evaluation system SED 2.0 includes 3 areas: institutional, educative, and pedagogic. The objective of the institutional area is to evaluate professor's profile from the Lasallian mission (La Salle, 2017) . This area applies to all professors of study programs with Recognition of Official Validity of Studies (ROVS). The indicators included in this area are related to personality, community and society. The objective of the educative area is to professor's profile based on abilities of student's graduation profile. Similarly, this area also applies to all professors of study programs with ROVS differentiated by education level (high school, bachelor level, and master level). The indicators included in this area are related to professor's ability of problem solving, social responsibility, ethical judgement, usage of ICT, efficient communication, and information management. The objective of the last are, pedagogic, is to evaluate professor's profile based on his/her capability of learning and teaching. This area applies to all professors of study programs with ROVS differentiated by education level and type of a course, such as common area, laboratories and workshops, courses of initial phase (first two years), and courses from final phase (last 2 years). (Coordinación de Formación Docente, 2010) . The current version of the system consists of 15 questions: institutional area (3 questions), educative (6) and pedagogic (6). Every student evaluates anonymously all his/her professors from all current courses at the end of each semester. For this purpose, a scale consisting of five options (Never -Almost never -Sometimes -Almost always -Always) is used in the evaluation in each of the three areas. The obtained scores are then transformed to a scale 0-10pts, quantifying the qualitative scale 1 . Students can also add additional comments related to either evaluated subjects, or to administration of studies. The approximate time to finish the evaluation is around 20 minutes. The evaluation is fully available online. Thus, students can make their evaluations at any computer at the university campus, at home, as well as using their mobile phones. The evaluation is opened for 12 days at the end of each semester. During this period, a classroom with 40 computers is reserved at the university especially for the evaluation. What is more, the responsible persons to the evaluation make daily reports to inform the deans of each faculty about the progress in the evaluation (percentage of participation by each study program and group of students). No more than 10 days after the evaluation, the representatives from DPE deliver the official results to each faculty. The official results include quantitative data (frequencies and evaluation of each professor and each course), qualitative data (students' comments about each professor and about each course), as well as historical data (evaluations and comments since 2010). Every professor has a possibility to revise his/her anonymous evaluation (quantitative and qualitative) on the internet during the first month of the next semester.
Data
La Salle University México is based in Mexico City, Mexico. Nowadays, the university includes 7 faculties in area of higher education: Mexican School of Architecture, Design and Communication; School of Chemistry; Law School; School of Humanities and Social Sciences; School of Engineering; Mexican School of Medicine; and Business School. Apart of the area of higher education, La Salle University México includes High School and Post graduate studies and Research department. In the academic year 2015/2016, 12,493 students were enrolled in all levels, from which 6,173 students were enrolled in bachelor study programs at all its entities (La Salle, 2016) .
In this article, we analyze 517,635 individual evaluations provided by bachelor students between period December 2010 (semester August-December 2010) and December 2016 (semester August-December 2016), i.e. through 13 semesters since the inception of the evaluation system SED 2.0. Table 1 summarizes distributions of the evaluations within the university. These distributions summarize all three areas (institutional, educative and pedagogic) included in SED 2.0. Once the students enter the system, they always terminate the evaluation in all three areas. There is no case, when the evaluation is incomplete. Analyzed 517,635 individual evaluations from SED 2.0 refer to 45,346 professors' evaluations (courses evaluations) throughout the period in question. Figure 1 summarizes the average evaluations from SED 2.0 for all three areas regarding the whole university and all faculties. Regarding Kolmogorov-Smirnov test, the data does respect the normality on confidence interval 95% in all three evaluated areas total, as well as considering each faculty individually as p =.000. Therefore, Welch-ANOVA is used to analyze differences in the evaluation between faculties at La Salle University México. The objective of the article is to analyze results from SED 2.0 and get insights into this evaluation. For this purpose, we work with the following three hypotheses:
• H 0 -There is no difference in the evaluation with respect to Institutional area and university faculties.
• H 0 -There is no difference in the evaluation with respect to Educative area and university faculties.
• H 0 -There is no difference in the evaluation with respect to Pedagogic area and university faculties. The difference in the SED 2.0 evaluation regarding to all three hypotheses is evaluated with respect to mean values and variances. 
Analysis of variance and Games-Howell test
The main objective of the article is to analyze results from SED 2.0, i.e. whether there are differences in the evaluation regarding university faculties. For this purpose, we use analysis of variance (ANOVA) with a single factor. H µ µ µ = = to obtain global significances (Triola, 2012) .
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If ANOVA indicates statistically significant differences within the analyzed sample, we can apply post hoc test to discover between which groups these differences exist. As the data do not have normal distribution, group sizes are unequal and the variances are not equal, Games-Howell test is applied (Games and Howell, 1976 
Distribution of evaluations
Regarding the scale used in the evaluation (Never -Almost never -Sometimes -Almost always -Always) and its transformation to 0-10pts scale, the obtained averages indicate very positive students' perceptions about professors' teaching quality. Figure  2 shows distributions of evaluations in each area. As we can see, the distribution is significantly skewed to right side (Institutional skew -2.401, Education area -2.15, and Pedagogic area -2.759), i.e. up to the maximum evaluation. When SED 2.0 was created, the expected distribution was rather a normal distribution. The representatives of La Salle University México believed that students would use the whole scale of the evaluation and would more discriminatively express their opinions about the teaching quality. However, as it is seen in Figure 2 , students in most of the cases use highly positive evaluations. Thus, the results of SED 2.0 indicate high teaching quality at La Salle without any problems related to the evaluated areas. The distribution of the evaluations (Figure 2) corresponds to distributions at all its faculties (see Appendix and Figure 3 to Figure 9 ). The pattern of distributions is skewed to the upper bound of the evaluation (10pts). As a result of this, the most common obtained evaluation in all three areas is the maximal 10pts. In average, 21.038% of evaluations in Institutional area are equal to 10pts (Table 3) . Similarly, as the distribution is very similar in Educative and Pedagogic areas, 13.662% of the evaluations in Educative area and 16.689% in Pedagogic area are equal to 10pts (Table 4 and Table 5 ). This result can be explained in two possible ways. First, students perceive that teaching at La Salle is of a high quality and, thus, evaluate their professors by the maximal evaluation. However, this might not be the case, as deeper analysis of students' comments included in some evaluations do not support this idea. In some cases, students refer to various types of problems related to their classes. Rather, second, the maximal evaluation can be explained by students' behavior in evaluation, as in many cases students complete the evaluation as quick as possible without deeper thinking. Moreover, in many cases, if a professor is popular, then receives higher evaluation in all questions. On the other hand, professor without authority (or unpopular) receives lower evaluation. As, nowadays, the evaluation is not optional, and in many cases students are obliged to evaluate their professors, they use pure 10pts in every question. However, this presumption (although it is based on personal professors' and students' experience) must be verified with upcoming research.
To support this fact, Table 3, Table 4 and Table 5 provide an information regarding cumulative frequencies in all three areas. For example, in the Institutional area, 92.288% of the evaluations at La Salle are greater than or equal to 7.0, and full of 63.589% of evaluations are greater than or equal to 9.0 (Table 3) . This result is similar in the other two areas. We must admit that there might not be anything wrong about these results. Students might feel that it is common to evaluate each professor positively. In this case, evaluation around 7pts and 8pts can be perceived as neutral evaluation, and 6pts as negative evaluation. This students' perception can be connected to grading practice at La Salle University México. At each course, students pass a course when they achieve grade between 6 and 10. If students achieve 5 and lower, then they are obliged to paid and pass extra exam at the end of a semester. Therefore, common higher evaluation in SED 2.0 can be seen as common practice, as students do not consider lower points than 5 or 6. 
Analysis of evaluations in Institutional area
First of all, we analyze whether there is a statistical difference between the analyzed groups, i.e. faculties at La Salle University.
The F-value of 53.423 is statistically significant (p =.000) and the test of homogeneity of variances is also statistically significant (p =.000). Therefore, the differences between faculties are statistically different, i.e. at least one faculty has statistically different evaluation (Table 6) . Further, Welch test is also statistically significant (p =.000) as degrees of freedom are quite different (Table 6 ), which is reflected by differences in standard deviations in the Institutional area ( Table 2) . As a result, we can reject H 0 , as there is statistically significant difference between faculties regarding the Institutional area. As there is at least one statistically significant difference between faculties, we further apply Games-Howell test to analyze between which faculties the statistically significant differences occur. .000 Table 6 For the pairwise analysis of differences, we use the GamesHowell post hoc test, as the data do not meet the homogeneity of variances assumption. Printed ISSN: 2336-2375 no differences between School of Chemistry and School of Medicine (average evaluation is 9.144, 9.121 respectively), which have the highest average evaluations from all faculties (Table 2) . Further, there are no differences between School of Architecture, Law School and School of Humanities (8.983, 8.944 and 8.988) 
Analysis of evaluations in Education area
In the Education area of the evaluation, ANOVA shows similar results as in case of the Institutional area. The F-value of 91.070 is statistically significant (p =.000) and the test of homogeneity of variances is also statistically significant (p =.000), as the differences between faculties are statistically different between each other (Table 8) . Further, Welch test is statistically significant (p =.000) as degrees of freedom are quite different (Table 8) . Therefore, we can reject H 0 , as there is statistically significant difference between faculties regarding the Education area. As there is at least one statistically significant difference between faculties, similarly as for the Institutional area, we further apply Games-Howell test to analyze between which faculties the statistically significant differences occur. .000 Table 8 The post hoc test results in the Education area are summarized in Table 9 . Similarly as in the Institutional area, there are statistically significant differences between faculties in majority of cases. There are no differences between School of Chemistry and School of Medicine (8.966 and 8.992) , both with the highest average evaluations again ( School of Chemistry p =.000 p =.000 p =.000 p =.974 p =.000
Law School p =.000 p =.000 p =.000 p =.000
School of Humanities p = 1.000 p =.000 p =.016
School of Engineering p =.000 p =.000
School of Medicine p =.000 Table 9 : Games-Howell test of SED 2.0 evaluations in Education area, La Salle, December 2010 -December 2016 (own calculation), significant at 5% level
Analysis of evaluations in Pedagogic area
In the Pedagogic area, we get similar results as the F-value of 34.142 is statistically significant (p =.000) and the test of homogeneity of variances is also statistically significant (p =.000), as the differences between faculties are statistically different (Table 10) . Further, Welch test is statistically significant (p =.000) as degrees of freedom are quite different (Table 8) . Therefore, we can reject H 0 , as there is statistically significant difference between faculties regarding the Pedagogic area. Thus, post hoc test can be applied to analyze between which faculties the statistically significant differences can be observed. .000 Table 10 The following Table 11 summarizes the Games-Howell test results in the Pedagogic area. Although the results indicate statistically significant differences between most of the faculties, we can observe less significant results than in the previous two areas. There are no differences between School of Architecture, School of Chemistry, Law School and School of Engineering, as well as between School of Chemistry and School of Medicine, and School of Humanities and Business School. 
Discussion
The analysis of the obtained evaluations between December 2010 and December 2016 from SED 2.0 indicates positive perception of teaching quality at La Salle University México.
The results show significant similarities in all three areas of SED 2.0, as well as between all faculties. We can accept the results with a conclusion of well-established evaluation system and positive teaching quality. However, there are several tasks that should be taken into consideration for future development of both SED 2.0 and teaching at La Salle. For example, how to increase discrimination ability in the evaluations and receive more accurate results. First, we should consider reevaluating the current structure of SED 2.0, i.e. whether the evaluation structure in Institutional, Educative and Pedagogic areas is correct regarding students' expectations. For example, whether questions included in the system correspond with current students' needs, as it is of a high importance that an evaluation system complies with students' interest. As Brand Barajas (2014) pointed out, any evaluation must satisfy perfectly the objectives of the evaluation, as well as the necessities and interests of those who realize the evaluation (in our case the interest of students). Thus, the internal motivation and interest are the key feature to provide an evaluation of a high quality. According to McAuley et al. (2017) , the top three most important motivators for students to finish an evaluation are: 1) to make course better, 2) earn bonus points, and 3) improve professor's teaching. On the other hand, the top three barriers to finish an evaluation are: 1) evaluate multiple professors, 2) complete several evaluations at the same time, and 3) complete lengthy evaluations. Regarding these findings, La Salle should consider changes in SED 2.0 structure that would deal with these motivators and barriers. Moreover, besides structural changes in question, we can also consider changes in the evaluation scale in each question. The current version of SED 2.0 uses five-point scale (NeverAlmost never -Sometimes -Almost always -Always) in each question. Obtained evaluation is then transformed to 0-10 points scale using a specific algorithm. As the discrimination ability is not satisfactory, a wider scale would provide results with better distribution within the evaluation scale. With a wider scale students may feel more freedom to express their opinions in the evaluation. However, as Flegl et al. (2017) investigated, wider scale does not necessarily need to lead to better discrimination within an evaluation. Students' behavior during the evaluation influences more the results than type of a scale. Thus, any changes in the evaluation scale must be carefully considered whether it would have a positive impact. Moreover, we still must keep in mind that any change must go along with the objective of the evaluation itself, as well as along with students' opinions. From this reason, we have prepared a questionnaire to investigate students' opinions about SED 2.0 and usefulness of the evaluation. This questionnaire was disseminated at all faculties in February, March and April 2017. According to our plan, the obtained results will be analyzed within the following months. If we gain valuable information of students' opinion about the system of professors' evaluation, then we can modify the current structure of the system and obtain more precise evaluation of each course later on. The more precise evaluations can be later used for improving teaching quality at La Salle. Consequently, precise results can serve to improvements of a course structure, as well as to professional development of a professor. As Marsh and Roche (1993) and Santibañez (2006) emphasize the improvement of teaching quality is directly connected to educative quality at an institutional level. Thus, positive synergy in education process can be obtained at all parts of La Salle University México. Second, connection between completion of the evaluation at the end of each semester and students' grading can also be considered. Nowadays, SED 2.0 is not connected to students' grading at all. Nevertheless, students are "obliged" to make the evaluation. So, a discussion can arise whether make the completion optional, free on each student's decision, and, somehow, connected to their grading. This change might have a positive effect, as well as negative one. Make the evaluation optional might directly lead to a drop in the total number of completed evaluations. Last year, SED 2.0 recorded 43,368 individual evaluations (Table 1) within a population of 6,173 students enrolled in bachelor study programs (four-semester long average of 41,046 individual evaluations). Potential drop can be significant in the following period after the change is made (hardly predictable). However, after the initial decrease, this drop can consolidate and the total number of completed evaluations can begin rising again. What is more, we might obtain better distributed evaluations as only those students interested in the evaluation would express their opinions about teaching quality. In addition, to prevent the drop in the evaluations, we can consider connecting the optional evaluation to on-line publication of students' semester results (incentive for students). In this case, for example, only those students that complete the evaluation can be able to see their final grades on-line, i.e. accessible from outside of the university campus. On the other those, who do not complete the evaluation must come to university to see their final grades. This might be another stimulus for a completion of the evaluation. We can see this as an incentive, which will not improve grading obtained in courses during a semester. This possibility must be again carefully analyzed, as students can fill in the evaluation rapidly without deeper thinking just to have the option to see their results on-line. Third, we should consider improving reporting of the results from SED 2.0. In the current system, there is no automatic reporting system, which sends professor's evaluation directly to a professor. The results are first proceeded by authorities at Department of Teacher Education, and after that sent to all heads of study programs. Unfortunately, not all heads of the study programs forward the evaluation to all professors. What is more, the information that is sent only includes overall evaluation (with anonymous students' comments if any) without any comparative threshold. Thus, this information lacks additional value that would serve as a base for potential teaching improvements. As Bolívar (2008) pointed out, if we do not have a synergy between different parts at university, then we cannot expect improvements in teaching quality. For example, if professors do not have valuable feedback regarding their evaluation, then there cannot be any improvement in teaching quality. Therefore, we should consider involving statistical analysis onto SED 2.0 to provide comparative evaluation thresholds. In this case, each head of a study program and each professor would be able to see how the evaluation ranks, for example, at a faculty. Having in hands comparative analysis, the representatives at university would offer specific feedback to professors, as well as additional training if needed. Although we consider changing SED 2.0 in a way described above, we must always consider few specifics that influence professors' evaluations. The result of an evaluation depends mostly on students' interest about a course, the ease of the course and on gender of the evaluated professor (Leung, Jiang and Busser, 2013) . The higher the interest is, the higher the evaluation is. Therefore, it is up to a professor to make a course
Printed ISSN: 2336-2375 interesting for its students. Furthermore, as students evaluate their classes before the end of a semester, we must consider that expected course grade has also a large effect on the evaluation (Langbein, 2008) . Students like to be satisfied, and they like higher grades. However, the ease of a course can have both a positive impact, as well as negative impact on an evaluation (Felton et al., 2008, Marsh and Roche, 2000) . The evaluation depends on cultural aspects of a country and cultural aspects of a university. Although the effect of ease of a course has an impact on the evaluation, this effect can be diminished by fairness grading procedure (Wendorf and Alexander, 2005) . Thus, if students feel grading procedure is fair and sufficiently clear, then this fairness has bigger impact on professors' evaluation than the ease of class. Therefore, a perception about better evaluation in case of "easier" courses is not the unique influential factor in professors' evaluation. For example, gender of a professor has also direct impact on an evaluation. In general, male professors usually get higher evaluation (Basow, 2000) . Similarly, the attractivity of a professor has positive effect on the evaluation (Felton et al., 2008 , Silva et al., 2008 . Considering all of these reasons, it is of a high importance to analyze all these effects on the professors' evaluation before initiating structural changes in the evaluation system.
Conclusion
The article deals with introductory analysis of the results of professors' evaluation at La Salle University México. As no additional analysis of the results had been created since the inception of the evaluation system (2010), this article provides the initial insights. At La Salle and its faculties, the evaluation is highly skewed towards the maximal evaluation of 10 points. In general, students evaluate their professors (courses) positively, which may indicate no problems regarding teaching quality. Approximately, 80% of the evaluations are greater than or equal to 8.0. However, students' additional comments included in the evaluation indicate several problems. This highly positive evaluation can have several reasons, such as common qualification scale used at La Salle (to pass a course a grade between 6 and 10 must be reached). Thus, students might not, unconsciously, be willing to evaluate professors at the whole scale.
Further, the analysis indicates statistically significant differences in the evaluation between faculties and, thus, research hypotheses were rejected. The highest average evaluation can be observed at School of Chemistry and Mexican School of Medicine. Nevertheless, statistically significant differences exist between more faculties. This introductory analysis is based on only one factor. To be able to explain reasons of these differences, further analysis focusing on effects that directly influence the evaluation must be done. The future research will focus whether factors such as gender, seniority, attractiveness, etc. have impact on the evaluation. Similarly, the future analysis will focus on the structural changes within the evaluation system towards new version SED 3.0. 
